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DETAILED ACTION 
Remarks 

1 . This communication is responsive to the amendment dated January 1 0 th 2007. 
In the amendment dated January 10 th 2007, Claims 1-22 are pending, Claims 1, 6, 11, 
14, 17, 21, and 22 are amended, and Claims 1,11, 14, 17, 21, and 22 are independent 
Claims. This action is made FINAL. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments dated January 10 th 2007 with respect to Claims 1-22 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

3. As to Applicant's arguments with respect to Claims 1-22 for the prior art(s) 
allegedly not teaching or suggesting "wherein the number of bits of precision is reduced 
from a number of bits used in the previous method by removing at least one of the most 
precise bits of the supersample that were used in the previous method," the examiner 
respectfully notes that this argument is moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection 
below. 

Furthermore, applicant's arguments appear incorrect. Applicant submits that "the 
number of bits in a fingerprint/supersample is directly related to now many samples (e.g. 
signature points) are used to generate the signature [in Broder] (Broder, Col. 3, 43-48)." 
However, the cited portion of Broder in the argument only deals with clients displaying 
files (web pages) on browser applications. The cited portion of Broder claiming to have 
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support for the applicant's argument has little if anything to do with the applicant's 
argument. Also, contrary to the applicant's argument, Broder appears to create a 64-bit 
signature regardless of how many samples/"signature points" are used to generate it as 
seen in at least Broder col. 6, lines 54-65 with Broder, col. 8, lines 45-65 with Broder, 
col. 9, lines 11-19. 

4. Any other claims argued merely because of a dependency on a previously 
argued claim(s) in the arguments presented to the examiner, January 10 th 2007, are 
moot in view of the examiner's interpretation of the claims and art and are still 
considered rejected based on their respective rejections from at least a prior Office 
action (recited below). 

Response to Amendment 
Specification 

5. In light of the applicant's respective arguments or respective amendments, the 
previous specification objections to the specification have been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. New 35 USC § 1 12 rejections are warranted by the amended claims. 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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7. Claims 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. Support in the specification could not be 
found for the amended claims subject matter of removing bits. The specification merely 
has support for the reduction of bits from a 64 bit integer to a 16 bit integer by 
generating a 16 bit integer, not by generating a 64 bit integer then removing bits. 
Reducing bits, in this case, is not removing bits. Reducing, ' in this case, refers to using 
16 bits which is a reduction compared to 64 bits. As such, this appears to be new 
matter. 

8. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Claims 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

10. The term "most" in Claims 1 and 17 is a relative term that renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "most" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not 
provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the 
art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. The term "most" 
refers to removing some bits in a string of bits where the string of bits (O's and 1's) 
represents a value. Removing bits in a string of bits can potentially change the value. 
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Removing the "most precise bits" could refer to removing the left most bits, right most 
bits, and any series (contiguous or not) within the string of bits. 

1 1 . The term "least" in Claims 11, 14, 21 , and 22 is a relative term that renders the 
claim indefinite. The term " least " is not defined by the claim, the specification does not 
provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the 
art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. The term "least" 
refers to removing some bits in a string of bits where the string of bits (O's and 1's) 
represents a value. Removing bits in a string of bits can potentially change the value. 
Removing the "least precise bits" could refer to removing the left most bits, right most 
bits, and any series (contiguous or not) within the string of bits. 

12. Claims 1 and 17 recite the limitation "the most precise bits" in line 11 (for 
example. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

1 3. Claims 1 1 , 14, 21 , and 22 recite the limitation "least precise bits" in line 5 (for 
example. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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15. Claims 1-5, 7-10, and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,349,296 (Broder et al.) in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,058,410 (Sharangpani), further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,658,423 (Pugh et al.). 

For Claim 1, Broder teaches: "A method for detecting similar objects in a 
collection of such objects, [Broder, col. 4, lines 6-15 with Broder, Fig. 3] comprising, for 
each of two objects: 

• modifying a previous method for detecting similar objects [Broder, col. 4, lines 6- 
15 with Broder, Fig. 3] wherein the modifying comprises: 

• combining a number of samples of features into each of a total number of 
supersamples, [Broder, col. 7, lines 20-32 with Broder, Fig. 3] 

• ...each of the total number of supersamples to a number of bits of precision, 
[Broder, col. 9, lines 11-15] and 

• requiring a number of matching supersamples out of the total number of 
supersamples in order to conclude that the two objects are sufficiently similar" 
[Broder, col. 9, lines 1-3 with Broder, col. 9, lines 11-12 with Broder, col. 9, line 
19]. 

Broder discloses the above limitations but does not expressly teach: 

• "so that memory requirements are reduced 

• while avoiding false detections approximately as well as in the previous method, 

• wherein the number of samples is reduced from a number of samples used in the 
previous method; 
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• compressing... wherein the number of bits of precision is reduced from a number 
of bits of precision used in the previous method by removing at least one of the 
most precise bits of the supersample that were used in the previous method; 

• wherein the number of matching supersamples is greater than, a number of 
matching supersamples required in the previous method." 

With respect to Claim 1 , an analogous art, Sharangpani, teaches: 

• "so that memory requirements are reduced [Sharangpani, col. 1 , lines 22-27 with 
Broder, col. 9, lines 11-15] 

• compressing... wherein the number of bits of precision is reduced from a number 
of bits of precision used in the previous method by removing at least one of the 
most precise bits of the supersample that were used in the previous method" 
[Sharangpani, col. 1 , lines 22-27 with Broder, col. 9, lines 11-15]. 

With respect to Claim 1 , an analogous art, Pugh, teaches: 

• "while avoiding false detections approximately as well as in the previous method, 
[Pugh, col. 3, lines 35-43] 

• wherein the number of samples is reduced from a number of samples used in the 
previous method; [Pugh, col. 9, lines 5-10 with Pugh, col. 9, lines 27-32 with 
Pugh, cols. 11-12, lines 65-3 with Broder, col. 5, lines 45-50 with Broder, col. 8, 
lines 62-67] 

• wherein the number of matching supersamples is greater than a number of 
matching supersamples required in the previous method" [Pugh, col. 3, lines 35- 
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43 with Broder, col. 9, lines 1-3 with Broder, col. 9, lines 11-12 with Broder, col. 
9, line 19]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention having the teachings of Sharangpani and Pugh and Broder before him/her to 
combine Sharangpani and Pugh with Broder because the inventions are in the field of 
applicant's endeavor or are reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which 
the applicant is concerned. 

Sharangpani and Pugh's invention wouid have been expected to successfully 
work well with Broder's invention because the inventions use computers and 
signatures/fingerprints with bits to detect duplicates. Broder discloses a (previous) 
method for clustering closely resembling data objects comprising samples, 
supersamples, and finding similar documents. However, Broder does not explicitly 
disclose a reduction in samples to form a supersample, reduction in bits of precision for 
the fingerprints, and a greater number of matching supersamples to have objects 
sufficiently similar. Sharangpani discloses a method and apparatus for selecting a 
rounding mode for a numeric operation comprising truncating (removing) any number of 
bits to a desired precision. Pugh discloses detecting duplicate and near-duplicate files 
comprising detecting duplicates using, essentially, any number of matching fingerprints 
where fingerprints are combined from, essentially, any number of samples. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention having the teachings of Sharangpani and Pugh and Broder before him/her to 
take the removal/truncation of bits from Sharangpani, and the content of the fingerprints 
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and matching requirements from Pugh and install them into the invention of Broder, 
thereby offering the obvious advantage of a reduced memory footprint (by using smaller 
fingerprints/signatures) and having an reduced number of false positives. 

Furthermore, it appears that the Applicant's claimed invention is a mere 
modification of numbers, parameters, and thresholds from the previous method. For 
instance, Broder, at the very least, teaches that other ranges of numbers, variables, 
parameters, and thresholds can be used in stating that certain numbers, variables, 
parameters, and thresholds were selected on an exemplary basis (Broder, col. 8, lines 
62-67). As such, MPEP 2144.05 should be observed since the claimed invention 
appears that it is claiming an obvious optimization of ranges. Court cases of interest 
are In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955), Peterson, 315 
F.3d at 1330, 65 USPQ2d at 1382, In re Hoeschele, 406 F.2d 1403, 160 USPQ 809 
(CCPA 1969), Merck & Co. Inc. v. Biocraft Laboratories Inc., 874 F.2d 804, 10 USPQ2d 
1843 (Fed. Cir.), cert, denied, 493 U.S. 975 (1989), In re Kulling, 897 F.2d 1147, 14 
USPQ2d 1056 (Fed. Cir. 1990), In re Geisler, 116 F.3d 1465, 43 USPQ2d 1362 (Fed. 
Cir. 1997), In re Antonie, 559 F.2d 618, 195 USPQ 6 (CCPA 1977), and In re Boesch, 
617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Claim 2 can be mapped to Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) as 
follows: "The method of claim 1 wherein requiring the number of matching 
supersamples comprises requiring all but one of the total number of supersamples to 
match" [Pugh, col. 3, lines 35-43 with Broder, col. 9, lines 1-3 with Broder, col. 9, lines 
11-12 with Broder, col. 9, line 19]. 
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Claim 3 can be mapped to Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) as 
follows: "The method of claim 1 wherein requiring the number of matching 
supersamples comprises requiring all but two of the total number of supersamples to 
match" [Pugh, col. 3, lines 35-43 with Broder, col. 9, lines 1-3 with Broder, col. 9, lines 
11-12 with Broder, col. 9, line 19]. 

Claim 4 can be mapped to Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) as 
follows: "The method of claim 1 wherein requiring the number of matching 
supersamples comprises requiring all supersamples to match" [Pugh, col. 3, lines 35-43 
with Broder, col. 9, lines 1-3 with Broder, col. 9, lines 11-12 with Broder, col. 9, line 19]. 

Claim 5 can be mapped to Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) as 
follows: "The method of claim 1 wherein combining the number of samples into each of 
the total number of supersamples comprises combining four samples into each of the 
total number of supersamples, [Pugh, col. 9, lines 5-10 with Pugh, col. 9, lines 27-32 
with Pugh, cols. 11-12, lines 65-3] wherein the number of samples used in the previous 
method is 14" [Broder, col. 5, lines 45-50 with Broder, col. 8, lines 62-67]. 

Claim 7 can be mapped to Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) as 
follows: "The method of claim 5 wherein requiring the number of matching 
supersamples comprises requiring five supersamples of seven to match, [Pugh, col. 3, 
lines 35-43 with Pugh, cols. 11-12, lines 65-3 with Broder, col. 8, lines 62-67with Broder, 
col. 9, lines 1 1-20] wherein the number of matching supersamples required in the 
previous method is two supersamples of six" [Broder, col. 9, lines 15-20]. 
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Claim 8 can be mapped to Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) as 
follows: "The method of claim 1 wherein the objects are documents, [Broder, col. 11, 
lines 8-11 with Broder, col. 11, lines 19-28] and the method is used in association with a 
search engine query service to determine clusters of query results that are near- 
duplicate documents" [Broder, col. 11, lines 8-11 with Broder, col. 11, lines 19-28]. 

Claim 9 can be mapped to Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) as 
follows: "The method of claim 8, further comprising selecting a single document in each 
cluster to report" [Pugh, col. 10, lines 50-57 or Broder, col. 10, lines 15-18]. 

Claim 10 can be mapped to Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) as 
follows: "The method of claim 9 wherein selecting the single document is by way of a 
ranking function" [Pugh, col. 10, lines 50-57]. 

Claims 17-20 encompass substantially the same scope of the invention as that 
of Claims 1-4, respectfully, in addition to a computer-readable medium and some 
instructions for performing the method steps of Claims 1-4, respectfully. Therefore, 
Claims 17-20 are rejected for the same reasons as stated above with respect to Claims 
1-4, respectfully. 

16. Claims 6, 11-16, 21, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,349,296 (Broder et al.) in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,058,410 (Sharangpani), in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,721,788 (Powell etal.), further in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,658,423 (Pugh et al.). 
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For Claim 6, Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) teaches: "The 
method of claim 5 wherein: 

• ...wherein the second number of bits of precision used in the previous method is 
64; [Broder, col. 9, lines 11-15] and 

• requiring the number of matching supersamples comprises requiring four 
supersamples of six to match, [Pugh, col. 3, lines 35-43 with Broder, col. 9, lines 
1 1-20] wherein the number of matching supersamples required in the previous 
method is two supersamples of six" [Broder, col. 9, lines 15-20]. 

Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) discloses the above limitations 
but does not expressly teach: 

• "...compressing each supersample to the first number of bits of precision 
comprises recording each supersample to 16 bits of precision." 

With respect to Claim 6, an analogous art, Powell, teaches: 

• "...compressing each supersample to the first number of bits of precision 
comprises recording each supersample to 16 bits of precision" [Powell, col. 3, 
lines 35-48 with Sharangpani, col. 1, lines 22-27 with Broder, col. 9, lines 11-15]. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 

invention having the teachings of Powell and Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and 
Pugh) before him/her to combine Powell with Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and 
Pugh) because both inventions are directed towards computing bits in a computer and 
are in the field of applicant's endeavor or are reasonably pertinent to the particular 
problem with which the applicant is concerned. 
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Powell's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh)'s invention because both inventions use 
computers computing bits. Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) discloses a 
fingerprint comprising 64-bits representing a fingerprint. However, Broder (as modified 
by Sharangpani and Pugh) does not expressly disclose using a 16-bit fingerprint to 
represent a fingerprint/supersample. Powell discloses a method and system for digital 
image signatures comprising reduced (16) bits of precision for a fingerprint/signature. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention having the teachings of Powell and Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and 
Pugh) before him/her to take the size of the fingerprints/signatures from Powell and 
install it into the invention of Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh), thereby 
offering the obvious advantage of a reduced memory footprint (by using smaller 
fingerprints/signatures) and having an reduced number of false positives. 

For Claim 11 , Broder teaches: "A method for determining groups of near- 
duplicate items [Broder, col. 4, lines 6-15 with Broder, Fig. 3] in a search engine query 
result, [Broder, col. 11, lines 8-11 with Broder, col. 11, lines 19-28] comprising, for each 
of two items being compared." 

Broder discloses the above limitation but does not expressly teach: 

• "combining four samples of features into each of six supersamples; 

• compressing each supersample to 16 bits of precision by removing each bit of 
the supersample other than the 16 least precise bits of the supersample; and 

• requiring four of the six supersamples to match." 
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With respect to Claim 1 1 , an analogous art, Pugh, teaches: 

• "combining four samples of features into each of six supersamples; [Pugh, col. 9, 
lines 29-31 with Pugh, cols. 11-12, lines 65-3 Broder, col. 9, lines 16-22] 

• requiring four of the six supersamples to match" [Pugh, col. 3, lines 35-43 with 
Broder, col. 9, lines 11-20]. 

With respect to Claim 1 1 , an analogous art, Powell, teaches: 

• "...compressing each supersample to 16 bits of precision" [Powell, col. 3, lines 
35-48]. 

With respect to Claim 1 1 , an analogous art, Sharangpani, teaches: 

• "...by removing each bit of the supersample other than the 16 least precise bits 
of the supersample" [Sharangpani, col. 1, lines 22-27 with Broder, col. 9, lines 
11-15]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention having the teachings of Sharangpani, Powell, and Pugh and Broder before 
him/her to combine Sharangpani, Powell, and Pugh with Broder because the inventions 
are in the field of applicant's endeavor or are reasonably pertinent to the particular 
problem with which the applicant is concerned. 

Sharangpani, Powell, and Pugh's inventions would have been expected to 
successfully work well with Broder's invention because the inventions use computers 
and signatures/fingerprints with bits to detect duplicates. Broder discloses a (previous) 
method for clustering closely resembling data objects comprising samples, 
supersamples, and finding similar documents. However, Broder does not explicitly 
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disclose a reduction in samples to form a supersample, reduction in bits of precision for 
the fingerprints, and a greater number of matching supersamples to have objects 
sufficiently similar. Sharangpani discloses a method and apparatus for selecting a 
rounding mode for a numeric operation comprising truncating (removing) any number of 
bits to a desired precision. Powell discloses a method and system for digital image 
signatures comprising reduced (16) bits of precision for a fingerprint. Pugh discloses 
detecting duplicate and near-duplicate files comprising detecting duplicates using, 
essentially, any number of matching fingerprints where fingerprints are combined from, 
essentially, any number of samples. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention having the teachings of Sharangpani and Pugh and Broder before him/her to 
take the removal/truncation of bits from Sharangpani, the size of the 
fingerprints/signatures from Powell, and the content of the fingerprints and matching 
requirements from Pugh and install them into the invention of Broder, thereby offering 
the obvious advantage of a reduced memory footprint (by using smaller 
fingerprints/signatures) and having an reduced number of false positives. 

Furthermore, it appears that the Applicant's claimed invention is a mere 
modification of numbers, parameters, and thresholds from Broder's method. For 
instance, Broder, at the very least, teaches that other ranges of numbers, variables, 
parameters, and thresholds can be used in stating that certain numbers, variables, 
parameters, and thresholds were selected on an exemplary basis (Broder, col. 8, lines 
62-67). As such, MPEP 2144.05 should be observed since the claimed invention 
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appears that it is claiming an obvious optimization of ranges. Court cases of interest 
are In re Alter, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955), Peterson, 315 
F.3d at 1330, 65 USPQ2d at 1382, In re Hoeschele, 406 F.2d 1403, 160 USPQ 809 
(CCPA 1969), Merck & Co. Inc. v. Biocraft Laboratories Inc., 874 F.2d 804, 10 USPQ2d 
1843 (Fed. Cir.), cert, denied, 493 U.S. 975 (1989), In re Kulling, 897 F.2d 1147, 14 
USPQ2d 1056 (Fed. Cir. 1990), In re Geisler, 116 F.3d 1465, 43 USPQ2d 1362 (Fed. 
Cir. 1997), In reAntonie, 559 F.2d 618, 195 USPQ 6 (CCPA 1977), and In re Boesch, 
617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Claim 12 can be mapped to Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) as 
follows: "The method of claim 1 1 , further comprising selecting a single document in 
each cluster to report" [Pugh, col. 10, lines 50-57 or Broder, col. 10, lines 15-18]. 

Claim 13 can be mapped to Broder (as modified by Sharangpani and Pugh) as 
follows: "The method of claim 12 wherein selecting the single document is by way of a 
ranking function" [Pugh, col. 10, lines 50-57]. 

For Claim 14, Broder teaches: "A method for determining groups of near- 
duplicate items [Broder, col. 4, lines 6-15 with Broder, Fig. 3] in a search engine query 
result, [Broder, col. 11, lines 8-11 with Broder, col. 11, lines 19-28] comprising, for each 
of two items being compared." 

Broder discloses the above limitation but does not expressly teach: 

• "combining four samples of features into each of seven supersamples; 

• compressing each supersample to 16 bits of precision by removing each bit of 
the supersample other than the 16 least precise bits of the supersample; and 
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• requiring five of the seven supersamples to match." 

With respect to Claim 14, an analogous art, Pugh, teaches: 

• "combining four samples of features into each of seven supersamples; [Pugh, 
col. 9, lines 29-31 with Pugh, cols. 11-12, lines 65-3 Broder, col. 9, lines 16-22] 

• requiring five of the seven supersamples to match" [Pugh, col. 3, lines 35-43 with 
Broder, col. 9, lines 11-20]. 

With respect to Claim 14, an analogous art, Powell, teaches: 

• "...compressing each supersample to 16 bits of precision" [Powell, col. 3, lines 
35-48]. 

With respect to Claim 14, an analogous art, Sharangpani, teaches: 

• "...by removing each bit of the supersample other than the 16 least precise bits 
of the supersample" [Sharangpani, col. 1, lines 22-27 with Broder, col. 9, lines 
11-15]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention having the teachings of Sharangpani, Powell, and Pugh and Broder before 
him/her to combine Sharangpani, Powell, and Pugh with Broder because the inventions 
are in the field of applicant's endeavor or are reasonably pertinent to the particular 
problem with which the applicant is concerned. 

Sharangpani, Powell, and Pugh's inventions would have been expected to 
successfully work well with Broder' s invention because the inventions use computers 
and signatures/fingerprints with bits to detect duplicates. Broder discloses a (previous) 
method for clustering closely resembling data objects comprising samples, 
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supersamples, and finding similar documents. However, Broder does not explicitly 
disclose a reduction in samples to form a supersample, reduction in bits of precision for 
the fingerprints, and a greater number of matching supersamples to have objects 
sufficiently similar. Sharangpani discloses a method and apparatus for selecting a 
rounding mode for a numeric operation comprising truncating (removing) any number of 
bits to a desired precision. Powell discloses a method and system for digital image 
signatures comprising reduced (16) bits of precision for a fingerprint. Pugh discloses 
detecting duplicate and near-duplicate files comprising detecting duplicates using, 
essentially, any number of matching fingerprints where fingerprints are combined from, 
essentially, any number of samples. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention having the teachings of Sharangpani and Pugh and Broder before him/her to 
take the removal/truncation of bits from Sharangpani, the size of the 
fingerprints/signatures from Powell, and the content of the fingerprints and matching 
requirements from Pugh and install them into the invention of Broder, thereby offering 
the obvious advantage of a reduced memory footprint (by using smaller 
fingerprints/signatures) and having an reduced number of false positives. 

Furthermore, it appears that the Applicant's claimed invention is a mere 
modification of numbers, parameters, and thresholds from Broder's method. For 
instance, Broder, at the very least, teaches that other ranges of numbers, variables, 
parameters, and thresholds can be used in stating that certain numbers, variables, 
parameters, and thresholds were selected on an exemplary basis (Broder, col. 8, lines 
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62-67). As such, MPEP 2144.05 should be observed since the claimed invention 
appears that it is claiming an obvious optimization of ranges. Court cases of interest 
are In re Alter, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955), Peterson, 315 
F.3d at 1330, 65 USPQ2d at 1382, In re Hoeschele, 406 F.2d 1403, 160 USPQ 809 
(CCPA 1969), Merck & Co. Inc. v. Biocraft Laboratories Inc., 874 F.2d 804, 10 USPQ2d 
1843 (Fed. Cir.), cert, denied, 493 U.S. 975 (1989), In re Kulling, 897 F.2d 1 147, 14 
USPQ2d 1056 (Fed. Cir. 1990), In re Geisler, 116 F.3d 1465, 43 USPQ2d 1362 (Fed. 
Cir. 1997), In reAntonie, 559 F.2d 618, 195 USPQ 6 (CCPA 1977), and In re Boesch, 
617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Claims 15 and 16's limitation(s) have already been met by Claims 12 and 13's 
limitation(s), respectfully. Therefore, Claims 15 and 16 are rejected for the same 
reason(s) as stated above with respect to Claims 12 and 13, respectfully. 

Claim 21 encompasses substantially the same scope of the invention as that of 
Claim 11, in addition to a computer-readable medium and some instructions for 
performing the method steps of Claim 11. Therefore, Claim 21 is rejected for the same 
reasons as stated above with respect to Claim 1 1 . 

Claim 22 encompasses substantially the same scope of the invention as that of 
Claim 14, in addition to a computer-readable medium and some instructions for 
performing the method steps of Claim 14. Therefore, Claim 22 is rejected for the same 
reasons as stated above with respect to Claim 14. 
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17. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Conclusion 



18. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Applicant is advised that, although not used in the rejections 
above, prior art cited on the PTO-892 form and not relied upon is considered materially 
relevant to the applicant's claimed invention and/or portions of the claimed invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brent S. Stace whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8372 and fax number is 571-273-8372. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 
9am-5:30pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Apu M. Mofiz can be reached on 571-272-4080. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Brent Stace 





